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ABSTRACT 

In the spirit of self -evaluation and 
self-ioprovement. Dr. Halter Heber, president of the Third College 
Senate, appointed an Ad Hoc Comnittee last April, The comaittee was 
charged with the responsibility of creating an instrunent to gather 
information on the opinions and habits of the Senate's constituents 
in relation to the entire spectrum of Senate activities, with the 
understanding that responses were to be limited to the Third Senate 
only, thus providing an equal vantage point for appraisal for all 
participants. A questionnaire was designed for this purpose and 
distributed on a broad basis to all full-time, professional 
instructional and noninstructiorial faculty, to all oembers of the 
student government association council, and to student menbers of 
Senate comoittees and subcommittees, as well as to student presidents 
of campus organizations. Detailed results of the survey are presented 
in this document utilizing a format which gives a descriptive 
overview of each section, commentary on the numerical totals and 
percentages, some direct quotations from both faculty and students 
and, in most instances, the survey questions themselves. (Author) 
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hi tht ^piAlt 0^ ^tti^-^vaiiidUon and ^ti^-AjvpKovmtnt, V^. WatCcA 
l^dbQA, P/iuidznt 0^ th^ TliUd Ccilldgd Sancitz, appoinUd an Ad Hoc 
Cormitt^c ta^U Apn^U, dioAgtd ccct/i th^ AQ.spon6ibltUtj cAdo^ng an 
in^Oimznt tJia^ icoaZd gat/ic^ .oif^oma.tion on tliQ opXitcons and habAjU 
0^ ^/le coMtiXiitntb bi K(iia.tion to t/ic entue 4ipzctMim o^ 

Senate activlti^yS , ivltli tkt andtutanding ttiat AOApoMoA tooAt to be 
timitdd to till TliiAd SeHctte only, ttia^b providing an tqaal vojvtagz 
pohxt ^o/L apP'\LLibat ^ok all poAticipantb. 

t^\mbt^6 0(5 thd CommLttdd iCdAd Etldn 8, Fto^tckoA, ChoAAimn, RoboAt Kee/JcA, 
SoAak Ko^n, Pa. John f^kiA^ay, David Novo^bhrn, Vk. ChcMji OpacXnch and 
CoAoi Pautci VailiL 

A quUtionnalAd iva6 du^^gncd f^o^ tkob ptiApobz and dobtAtbLitdd on a 

b^oad ba6li> to atZ. f^uit-timc, p^o ^z^b^ional iMtAactionat and non-in^tMictionai. 

{^aciittij; to att mmboAyt o(^ the Studmt GovcAnmoit A46ocirvtcon Counc/X; 

and to ^ tadait mmbcAh o^ Senate comniZtCii^t ana ':>ubcommltt(i^ , a6 i\)ttl 

OS to ^b tiidd^vt pMZhidQntb coj^.pub ^^gayUza.tion^b. 

gcmAaliza^ttonb can be mdc, ovcAatt cvaiua.tion aij the Ae6 ponies 
iOotiid indica^tc thcit the cxnit^tbtae^iU have a {^<Am andeutandA.ng tlie 
Aote OjJ the Qotlege Senate as deibxQd bij Lt^ Qon^titiitlon'-a ^ep^uoitatlve 
body etnpoice^ed, tliAoagh dmocna tic p^oce-b^cb , to develop a>irf to make 
Kecommndationii to the P/ie/icrfent o{{ the Coll.cge tn the nme oi the 
^aciitty, mtli pKoviyion ^o^y ^utt f^aaitty hef^cAendLun. 
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The organization of this report follows the organization of the 
quest I onna r re i tso ! f : 

f\'irt A describes the respondents in terms of thoir primary 

area of responsibility; 
Part B presents and discusses .all participants' responses 

to questions of a genoral nature concerning the Senate; 
Part C deals with Senators* views of the Senate; 
Part 0 presents eva I uat ions of Standing Committees by their 
members; and 

Part E is concerned w\ \h Subcomrn i ttco members; analysis of 

Subcommi tteos. 
This report concludes with recorr/r.cnJal ions. 



A common format is utilized for each part which 'ncludes a descriptive 
overview, corrmentary on the questions' responses, selected direct 
quotations f rorri respondents, rocomrr.endalions when appropriate, and the 
actual questions with percenta^jes responding to each option. 
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~ PART A - DESCRIF^TION OF RE$K3NDENTS 

Anonymity of the returns was maintained throughout, with no Inquiry 
as to name, department, or division, although participants were requested 
to Indicate their primary area of responsibility in order to furnish the 
framework /or more precise interpretation of the data, If required, and 
to aid in the recognition of trends or patterns of response should they 
develop within a particular sector. 

On May 22, 1972, 250 questionnaires were distributed, to be completed 
and returned by June I, Just prior to final exam week; 147 persons or 
59;^ responded to the survey. Three additional surveys were received too 
late for inclusion In the nurnericai tabulations; their comments were 
reviewed and considered, however. 

Of these 147 persons, 76^ or M I were instructional faculty; IISJ or 16 
were non-instructional faculty; 9^ or 13 were Student Government 
Association Council members; and b% or 7 were student members of committees, 
subcommittees or student leaders. That the instructional staff should 
respond in greater proportion than the non- instructional faculty is not 
surprising: tho Senate, although representative of all segments of the 
camous community, is considered the major instrument for articulation 
in the policy-making process by the instructional faculty. Significant, 
also, is the observation that the Council of the Student Government 
Association participated lOOi? as the Council's full complement is thirteen 
members. 
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PART 8 - GENERAL QUESTIONS CONCERNING THE SENATE 



Part B presented a group of general questions applicable to all participants, 
which sought information on patterns of attendance at meetings of the 
Senate and Senate committees, and evaluation of the atmosphere during 
those TOetings; on reading habits in regard to the three major Senate 
publications, and evaluation of the contents as a source of campus 
communication; on assessment of intercoffimunication with the Divisional 
Senator and opinion of the Senator's "representativeness"; and on init- 
iation of charges to the Senate and apprnisal of the hand! ing of those 
charges. 

Each question also provided space for voluntary explanation of a chosen 
response or for a brief comfriont^ 



Suppo^tt<ve ctttUiidt toiCOAxl tiiz Idzat ^bhcoidd govoJinajiCLZ, homvoA, 
i^'a6 qua(A.fiizd by some siiA^ioM, coMtmictivt 6UQgQ^tioyu> ^oK ^mpAovme^^vt, 
by a rfcg^ec app^zhcMion aoncoAMng the lack "/{cu^V^ ajx thd 
comltt(iz/6ubcomitt(L(i 6y6tm, and by a (Jcio 6haAp i^o^dh in KdQOAd to 
adtnouAtAA^tivQ. in^Ziidnct. 

J^vtoAeybt in AUponding to thd mjoK opzn-andzd quo^^tioM iva4 cZzoAly 
6hom ai> opi>iion6 4eemerf f^A^oJy stated by all groups paMi(Upant6 
i^ith an occMioml doAk tuimoA and a AmoAkablt absence totat 
mgcitivi^m. OppoAtu^iity f^oA bAiaf^ commait oA explanation on individual 
quQ^tioM ioa^ citso iititiztd by AUponde^vU^ altkoagh to a much Iu6qa dcgAec, 

Stxide^it Ac^t>pon^u to both the ^tiAvey it^eZ^ and to the opinion queAtionA 
tccAe clcaA, dJjizct and o^ paxticiilaA intoAOAt becauAe tiicy Aevealed 
^eveAol blind 6pot6** i\)fiich can be Acadily etunbia.tQ,d, 6uch cu the lack 
0(5 ^amiliojiity a^itli poAlimentjaAy pAocedtxAe at iomal mee^ting^ and the 
lack 0(5 moAesieh^ o{^ the SewaXe^ i> open meeting policy. 

Vetaiiei Ae^sutts oi the utAvey oac pAc^be^ited in the {^oltoioing pageA 
utilizing a {^oma^t i*jliich giv^A a dcAcAiptive ovcAviexc Oj$ each section, 
comme^UoAy on the nmeAicaZ to^tats and pcAce^it/xges , ^ome diAect 
quota^tioM {^Acm both ^acxlty mid ^btudentA and, in mo^t i^i6tance6, the 
6LiAvey que^!ition6, XhQmbelvei>, 

Jn conclusion, on beha(^ o{^ the Comltta.e, ii^e aish to expAc^s ouA 
appAeciaXion to all tlw^e w/io icilUngly poAticipatzd in .tiie siiAvey and 
who expAe66ed so candidly theiA viem and suggcAtions in AegoAd to Senate 
ai^ijam. The Committee ieels tluit thu initial pAoject has acliieved 
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xt6 moot objeatcvc4 and iixat thd in{^om<ition aAce>tta6iec( vatat 
to tht continued ^saccei^ of^ ^lUitAd Sa^uitu n)IUdi can, {^Kom a po6ition 
0^ A-CdSitiAaHce^ conf^idmttij ^Xvc attention to tkz oAeo/S 0|$ conceAn. 

finattij, poAticu^oA acknoictzdgmtwt ii^ due tka ^ta^f^ tiiz Ofi^ica 0(5 
iMtitLitionat RdAQAAck ^OA all tkoJA a^^i^tancd in pKodacAJig thz SuAvzij, 
a4 i^M 06 tkU Ktpont. 



ChoAijt A. Opacinck 
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Attendance at Meetings 

Respondents indicated that they 'regularly' or 'frequently' 
attended meetings of the Senate iJ>?S) , 5ubcom//ii ttees (2455), 
and standing committees (I3i?). Approximately 40/^ of tha 
respondents said they ^never' attended meetings of any of these 
groups. 

Comments indicated overwhelmingly that '^time'^ was the major 
factor in non-attendance: insufficient time for obligations; 
inconvenient hour of meetings; conflict with teaching schedule. 
One or two respondents .stated f I ally ''no interest/* while two 
others expected to attend more frequently during the coming year. 

Comments from students revealed that they tend to feel out of 
place and that they are unfami/iar with formal meeting procedures; 
three were previously unaware that they could attend these meet- 
ings. 'Wery pleased/* added one. 

These findings suggest that bettor publlcify conr:orninr{ fimo^ 
place, and agenda of all meetings, as wo I ! a5 r^caf f i rnation of 
the general open-meeting policy, wouUi be warranted, 

I. Do you attend meetings of the Senate? ^ 

29% I. Yes, regularly (about 15%) 

i% 2. Yes, frequently (about 50^) 
26% 3. Yes, occasionally (loss than 25%) 
A2i 4. Never 

3. Do you attend open meetings of the standing committoos? 

Q% t. Yes, regularly (about 15%) 

5% 2. Yes, frequently (about 50';?) 

^9% 3. Yes, occasionally (less than 25>) 

O '5Q% 4. (iever 
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5, Do you attending meetings of the subcommittees? 

\li \. Yes, regularly (about 75^) 

. J% 2. Yes, frequently (about 50^) 

12% 3. Yes, occasionally (less than 25%) 

43^ 4. Never 

Atmosphere at Meetings 

Although most respondents agreed that the atmosphere during 

meetings 'usually/ or 'frequently' permitted free deliberation 

of all problems, more thought that this was true In subcommittees (88^) 

than in standing committees (86^) or the Senate (82^), Examining 

only the 'usually' responses shows a greater spread of opinion: 

66/> felt that free deliberation of ail problems occurred usually, 

at standing canmittees, 65% at subcommittees and 48^ at the Senate. 

Comments indicated that several persons recognized the time 
factor in limiting Senate debate and thus were dismayed at the 
disproportionate amount of time devoted to minor points; two 
others mentioned the 'formal presentation' in the Senate as a 
deterrent to any real exchange; on the committee level, another 
believed that the presence of certain administrators seemed to 
inhibit discussion. A student protested that "student involve- 
ment has no real affect on Senators.^' 

The data substantiates the experience that there is more freedom 
* and greater opportunity for exchange of ideas during smaller, 
more informal committee meetings (therein their strength when 
functioning property) than during the necessarily noore formal 
Senate meetings. While 'insufficient time for free deliberation' 
was not defined, its usage in Senate context implies the inter- 
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related time available per item, together with the number and 
scope of agenda items> against a bacl<ground of rather inflexible, 
prescheduled dates and times of meetings. Other variables in 
the creation of 'atmosphere/ such as size and composition of 
the group, or ability of the chairman, were not isolated for 
survey purposes although references to these factors wilt be 
found in the unstructured responses at the conclusion of this 
section. 



One of the purposes here was to determine the constraining 
influence, if any, upon the desired atmosphere by the relentless, 
impersonal element of time, with the assumption that some con- 
crete steps could be suggested to alleviate the condition; 
questions involving the other variables mentioned above, which 
frequently hinge on personalities and thus defy redress, were 
deliberately avoided. 

Do you feel that the atmosphere during Senate meetings permits 
free deliberation of all problems? 

48% \ . Yes, usual ly 

54% 2. Yes, frequently, but time is insufficient 
6% 3. Rarely, conclusions predictable 
11^ 4, No 

Do you feel that the atmosphere during standing committee 
meetings permits free deliberation of all problems? 

66% I . Yes; usua t I y 

20% 2. Yes, frequently, but time is insufftcient 
10^ 3. Rarely, conclusions predictable 
4% 4. No 

Do you feel that the atmosphere during subcommittee meetings 
permits free deliberation of all problems? 

65% I . Yes, usual ly 

23^ 2. Yes, frequently, but time is insufficient 

:% 3. Rarely, conclusions predictable 

1% 4. No 
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Senate Pu bl i cat ions 

Over 90% of the respondents indicated they read the Agenda, 
Summary and Minutes of the Senate. Approximately 805^ of the 
, respondents safd they read those pubJications 'regularly) or 
JfrequentlyT, Approximately 90^ evaluated these publ Icatlons 
as 'exce I lent^ or Igood* , wi1h slightly more respondents feel I ng 
this was true of the Senate Minutes. 

Few comments were added and they were pri mar 1 I y appreciative 
of the work involved, with an occasional "minutes too long,'' 
"not prompt enough," and oven "never got any" from a faculty 
member. Or "Could they be shorter? I feel guilty if I don't 
read them." 

Although f nst i tutiona I resources, in terms of expense and time, 
are required to Issue the Senate publications, the data Indicates 
that they are viewed as a good source of information and are 
wo I 1 rece 1 ved. 

7. The Senate regularly Issues three separate publications 
pertaining to each meeting which provide comprehensive 
coverage: Ptea6^ Indicatz ijouh. Addding ^haqumcy exich 
pabtication. 

( I )Regular ly ( 2)FreQuent I y (3 ) Occasional ly ( 4) Never 

1. '^Agenda 76^" 12% 6% 7J> 

2. Summary 65% ?.% Q% 6% 
5. Minutes 60^^ 18/. \A% 1% 

8. Please evaluate each publication as a source o^ information. 

(I )Exce I lent (2)Good (3)Fair (4)PQor 

1. Agenda 49?^ ^ 39^. ^5^40^_ , 

2. Summary M% A\% \?S 

3. Minutes 5% 38^ 1% 
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Divisional Senators 

70^ of the respondents indicated that Divisional' Senators 
represented the views of the Division ' regu I ar I y' or 'frequently', 
20^ said ^occasional lyl and 9^ said ' no' . 90^ of the respondents 
said that they expressed opinions on Senate issues to the 
Divisional Senators and 77^ said that the! r views were sol felted 
by the Divisional Senators. 

Interestingly, 10% of the respondents said that Divisional Senators 
'regularly' or ' frequently' represented their Divisional views 
during Senate deliberations, yet only 54^ said they ' regu tarty' 
or ' frequent I y' expressed their views to the Divisional Senators 
and 47;l said their views were 'regularly' or 'frequently' 
solicited. Thus, Divisional Senators were perceived to represent 
the views of the Division to a greater extent than they are 
perceived to fnteract with members of the Division in order to 
obtain thei r views. 

Comments Indicated that those replying made a distinction between 
the Division Chairman, who is an ex officio Senator, and the 
elected Senator (s). Division Chairmen were observed as being 
more conscientious in discussing Senate matters and more sensitive 
to the wishes of their Division, while some degree of dissatis- 
faction was expressed with the manner in which the elected 
Senator(s) fulfilled their responsibility toward thei r const ituents. 
It is admittedly impossible to know the views of all members of 
a large Division, but it was nonetheless fett that some Senators 
made no attempt to communicate with their constituents or solicit 
their opinions. ''Why not?" 'M wish you would ask themi" 



Students omphasieed that there WdS frequent exchange of views 
at their Keokly SGA Council meetings. 



A feelfng of pfque was revealed in three replies from non-- 
instructional faculty members who complained of having only 
one ex officio Senator and no elected Senator, ^'Qulte frankly^ 
I do not feel adequately represented in the Senate/' 

Such responses point to a mu I ti -faceted prob I em evol vi ng from 
the original Senate Constitution and its formula for adminis- 
trative department representation, compounded by the substantial 
increase in professional staff since that time. The situation 
obviously deserves thorough investigation* 

9, Do your Divisional Senators represent the views of your 
Division during Senate deliberations? 

59% { . Yes regularly 
l>\i 2. Yes, frequently 
20% 3. Yes, occasionally 
9% 4. Mo 

to. Do you express your opinions on Senate issues to your 
Divisional Senators? 

35^ I . Yes, regu 1 ar 1 y 
\9% 2. Yes, frequently 
36^ 3, Yes, occasionally 
10;^ 4. No 

M. Do your Divisional Senators solicit your vicv;s, either 

formally or informally, on problems currently before the Senate? 

22% I . Yes, regularly 

25% 2. Yes, frequently 

30^ 3. Yes, occasionally 

23?? '1. No 
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Senate Charges 

Only 8^ of the resr .dents Indicated that they had initiated 
a charge to the S.oato. Of these persons, 1% wore satisffed 
with the handling of the charge. 

^erhaps the greatest vafue of this question was to publicize 
the opportunity, open to a((, to initiate a charge; comments 
proved that many were unaware of the aval labi I ity of the option. 
Unfortunately, those who had found the handling of their charge 
less than satisfactory did not volunteer informatiou on the 
nature of their dissatisfaction. 

12. Did you initiate a charge to the Senate through the Vice- 
President, and, if so, were you notified of the conclusions 
of the committee's deliberation of the charge? 

1% I. Yes, I initiated a charge and was notified 
1^^ 2. I initiated a charge but was not notified 
9f^ 3. No, I did not initiate a charge 

tf you did initiate a charge (responses I or 2 above) 
were you satisfied with the handling or your charge? 

73^ 4. Yes, the handling was satisfactory 
2'^% 5. No, I was not satislied 

Op i n ions 

Part B concluded with three major open-ended questions, two of 
which were deliberately structured to polarize the respondent's 
thinking on the positive and then the negative characteristics 
of the Senate. Question 15 requested that the respondent define 
one recommended change for the Senate. 



A gratifying 1\$ of all responding or 104 persons made extensive 
use of this opportunity: 82 replies were from the instructional 



staff, 8 frooi non-1 nstructional staff , 13 from the SGA Council 
(again 100^), and one from the Student Loader Group. Most 
followed the question and answer format; some combined their 
thoughts In one lengthy statement; a few used the occasion 
to report their serious personal concern about the inadequacy 
of the College's phi losophy and the proliferation of college 
act] vi ties. 

All answers to Quest ion I which requested i dent i f i cat ion of 
some positive aspects of tho Senate, were essentially variations 
on a theme: the constituents perceived the Senate as a strong, 
viable instrument in representative governance and as an open 
forum for campus communication, with some expression of tolerance 
for its limitations. Samp I o comments on the strengths of the 
Senate: 

It p^ovidu a p\^cimia,m f^ox thd tdadUng f^acatttj to 
poAtidipat^ in tilt f^owulaZian Cottagz policy. 

facattij invotvmQ.yit i^ maximiztd. 

rtA capabititij ^o^ accompti^liing lojgi^lation in a 
Kta6onahtQ^ length tUmz. 

VivQMiMj 0^ itJb mmboAb in ttmnh abitltiu, talc^vU 
and ^angd ophiion. ' 

Inclui^ion 0^ ^tadatU) open r??ceX6ig6. 

Mec^t^ngi a/it condattdd in a vqaij icuA and 6(t4^ne6^- 
llkt nmuiQA. 

That It ex^ t6! 

hitcAdtpoA.tm&ital contacts on cainpLi6 {moKz Oj{ tliiJi i^ needdrf)* 
F/iee di6CLU6io^u>. 

B^oKt^ oin^mbdA^S to conytayitlij impKovt tht miA^ion 
tliQ. Collc^gz. 
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A f^oMun wfxQAzbtj p^obtm^ one divUioyi cm dUau^^d // 
in \(Lla.tAon to othoA div.i6io}vS, tlid ad)nbU^tAation, and 
the Cotttgc cu a tWio^c. 

C<miXL6-iijidc ddUboAotion hothoA than adminutAcuUv^ 
appoi^itcd comnittdd^. 

It^ batanctd vioiM comp^t alt >6egmen>tA 0(5 tht CoUzg^; 
06 tt 6hoLiZd be, tliingi OA^ not toAij to qqX tfuiougli. 

It should be grati fyi ng to a I I those who have supported the 
concept of a College Senate and all who have actually participated 
!n its activities duri ng Its formative years that its strengths 
can be recognized and defined. 

Should it be felt that important aspects have been overlooked, 
better communication and publicity, particularly directed toward 
new faculty members, might be the answer. 

Question 14 , which requested the identification of the weaknesses 
of the Senate, evoked an overwhelming number of responses from 
which several dominant areas of criticism emerged: excessive 
amount of time devoted to discussing minor matters such as semantics, 
details, and questions that could be resolved outside; lack of 
preparedness by Senators who have not done their homework, i.e., 
reading of the committee proposals and the supporting data 
accompanying the agenda- delay in bringing committee reports to 
the Senate floor; backlog which creates an unreatiiitic volume 
of critical items toward the end of the year; lack of t 'ust in 
the work of the cor^mittees as the Senate seems compelled to redebate 
the issues; excessive number of meetings in the spring; late hour 
of the meetings; disproportionately small representation Q^ti^3;pi,.^* 



student body. Finally, several complained about the devi 




13 



employment of Robert's Rules and its jargon, while an equal number 
desired more strict adherence to par I iamentary procedures* tllustrattve 
comments on addi ttona I negat I ve aspects of the Senate: 



Too dorUmtzd by th(L adtriinliit^^ cow/rvcttee4 and 
Subcommittees ate cko6m f^oK pa/UicaZaA ^z^atU in mind* 

fiMt and 4 zcond ytoA ^acixtty f^toJt voAy i^ olatzd l^om 
tilt mKklnQi oi iho, Stnatt y 

Matters toncQA^iinQ tht vested intQA.utt> OjJ tht toAciiinQ 
facility oAz a^Q.ct(id too mudi by tht voting pattoAM 
0^ tilt non-taatliinoi faculty. 

ClioAgo^ givzn to tht Stnatt ijnply a panJUtixloA thangt 
OK dt^ihtd outtomt. 

SViong inilvitntz in tht dOitction o^ tht admi^U^tAAtion^ 6 
wiAthoA, 

StnatoK6 oAt not htpKo^ totting thtOi coMtituenty noA 
voting thtiA u;X6/ie6. 

GKtatt6t dm^back U iM> inability to ^uncXion quickly. 

Studt^vU OAt io oiit^im^ thty ^ttl uncom^ohtablt and 
hoj^itatt to poAticipatt in tht di^tii^6ion. 

IhAtt-ytoA tthm mkt StnaJjoh^ tomplattYvt. ' 

lack oL/LtpAt^tntation ^oK ^cAvict ptuonntt v^ho 

o{^ttn havt a valuablt 0V2Avim o(^ tht compos. . 

Senate rfoes occasionally gtt intoKicattd uuJJi iM 
own ponJtA to tilt ntgltck. Oj$ {^atijJity vim^ on 
ijfnpoKta}it iJ>6ut6: 

Human votaknti^t6 and tiio6t inhtAtnt in tht dtmocAotic 



A high degree of perception and a wide range of concern Is revealed 



Tht quo Kim ii too high) Stnatt body ii too laAgt* 



^y^ttm. 




overlapping problems; a number of major .1 ssues present' themselves 




for Immediate review. 
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Whiie not every respondent who wrote of an unfavorable aspect of 
the Senate followed it by an explicit recommendation for change in 
reply to Q uestion 15 ^ many of the proposed modi float Ions did 
directly correspond to the genera I themes of criticism. In addition 
there were numerous suggestions on such diverse aspects of Senate 
affairs that they defy summarization. For example: 



(JoA Sznat^ af^^aOu. Could 6tiid^nt SznatoK^ be 
ttdoXdd by tnt 6tadtnt body? 

G^zcU moiuU oi docjmz^itQ.d Ko^QjoAch Ka Stnata pKopo^ath 
Aj> 6hQJi\)td In tho. LibKo/iy and tlxdty^ a6 {^OA M got6. 
^oald txpoAltt mcitt<ih^ AUdoAck i^)QA(L p-^G^e^iiecf to 
6tci^ at. a cotlzttlvn gathoAing. 

Ha\)Q. yojohZy zltctyion oi Sznatou laith up to tlvio^z 
co^nzcatlvz tQA)fn6; ont-ytoA tmn^ (^ok aZZ. 

Changz Kt{^QAtndm pKoctdoAt to AtqtuAt 331 o^ laaxJUy 
to toJit a mzQJUng to /izcoMidoA a Stnato. /izcommndation. 
Tht pKQAz^it 1S% aZZom a AmZZ minon^ty to pvJUat 
pQA^onat cJiu^ad^. 

Con^idt^ n.Q.pn.z6iintation o^ non-pHXf^U6ional and 
6uppoHtA.vt 6tai(^. 

Etunbiatd nQ.zdl^6 ovoAZapping o^ committo.^ and 
4ubcomwjtt2.t6 . 

fom a commOttZQ, to 6tady wrtyi o^ XmpKoving tht IntoA- 
acJxon boMjontn S2.^xato/u and thoAA coMtUimit6. 

HavQ. both majo/uty and mlnoKlty Atpo>vU* 

M^wbeAxS of^ tkz PAoiJe-s-A^omtC kHaJJi^ Cormitttz should 
be ejected by tiit lull f^acutty. 

BttJfi^iiatt Edacatlonat PAOg^ Coinmlttto. and hava att 
CiiAAltixla mattth^ Ai^otvtd by th(i af^f^acXad Vivi^ion^ 
and (^ohi^oAdtd to tlit kdrnhvUtAotion loh. ^Inat 
dzcAAlon, ii^Wi^matt tyi{^om^d o^ AOAiitUi 
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In summary, this portion of the questionnaire seemed to create 
a dichotomy among the participants: 7)^ of the respondents took 
the time to reply fully, while 291 chose to omit the section 
entirely. Apparently, the questions gave the majority a welcome 
opportunity for unrestricted expression of opinion which was 
utilized with a noticeab le degree of enthusiasm to formal I ze 
many concerns. ■ ' 
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PARTS C, D, AND L INTERNAL REVIEW 

Sections C, D, and E of the survey presented questions structured 
for an Introspective analysis of each organ I zatton—the Third Col lege 
Senate, the Standing Committees, and the Subcommi ttees--w I th respondents 
I imi ted to members of the respective groups. When the replies were 
examined In to to, the Information disclosed mutual and interrelated 
rather than exclusive problems, and corresponded with the data pre- 
viously developed. Noteworthy was the emphasl s on the importance of 
the chairman's role in the effective functioning of a committee* 
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PART C " SENATORS VIEW THE SENATE 

Overal I , Senators were very positive in thetr views of the Senate. 
Most Senators felt that meetings were conducted wel I , that committee 
chairmen were well prepared, that the committee recommendations were 
thorough and conclusive and that the Senate del iberat ions were ^usually^ 
or ' f requentl yV thoughtf u I and thorough. A minority view worthy of 
consideration was expressed by 30^ of the respondents who f el t that 
^occasiona I ly^ or 'never' were Senate de I iberations thoughtf u I or thorough 

39/6 of the Senators responding rated Senate deliberations as the most 
Influential factor in thel r deci sion-maki ng process, with 31^ selecting 
constituents' wishes and 29%, personal analysis. Th I s choice wou I d 
seem to support and encourage continuation of the Senate' s custom of 
allowing full debate, as far as practicable. 

Comments from this Senators-only group did not reveal any substantially 
new material, as prieviously mentioned weak points were reiterated: 

Idtk pKQ.paA(xtlon 4uc/i cu not having Koxid comltZtt tvldtnct 

Sz^uvtz dzb(Ut ^(Lp^XAJU,OLUi comlttzt deZibeAotioni 
Too many doXcuJts clouding tkz li>6ut6} 
Tou many 

One Sma;to^ zxpKe^^td thz vimpohiti ^^Rationatz l6 hoAdZy eucA 

Again, tht Ke^comm^ndation ocdiiAAdd tliat toiiMQ. diang^ and nw 
couMt6 6kotdd bz iixQ. pKo\)hxtz o{i Miz invotvzd VivUion o}fity. 

A 6tadii^vt pz^ctivzdi ^^kWMxdz toioahd ^tadznt SznatoM M> V(2At/ 
ho6tltz.\ Miut thangz to pKomotz a cohoAivz Stnatt.^* 
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!• Aro the Senate meetings conducted Impart i al I y and ethical ly ( I , 
conforming to professional standards of conduct)? 

62% I. Yes, usually (about 15%) 

2, Yes, frequently (about 505?) 
5% 3, Yes, occasionally (once or twice) 

2/ Are the committee chairmen well prepared when they present their 
committee reports and proposals? 

1A% I, Yes, usual ly 
■ 23l 2, Yes, frequently 
2% 3, Yes, occaslona My 
A. No 

3. Is the rationale for the committee recommendations thorough and 
conclusive? 

335? I- Usual ty 
51^2. Frequently 
I2l ' 3. Occasional ly 
5% 4. ' No V , 

4. Are the Senate del iberatlons thoughtful and thorough? 

55% I, Usual ly 
53% 2. Frequently 
235? 3. Occaslona I ly 
7% \4v No 

5. Please rank al I the factors I i sted as to thei r I nf luence In 
determining your votes. 

Mo^t^. Inf luentlal Least Influential 

1. Constituents^ Wishes 31% ~ 24^ ^ 

2. Senate de nitrations 59% 21% 5A% 

3. Personal analysis 295? 5\% 20% 
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PART D STANDING COMMITTEES VIEW THR MSEI.VFS 

Overall, the Standing CommlttGes were very positive rociarriinq the manner 
in which their committees functioned and the way In which their 
recommendations were presented. 79^ of the respondents felt that all 
campus viewpoints seemed represented on the] r commi t-^oos, a (though about 
half of the respondents indicated that they had expror.sed an interest in 
serving and about half Indicated that they were ask^d to serve. " 

The respondents expressed very favorable views about their committee 
chairmen. 9\% said that the committee chairman 'usually^ encouraged 
participation by a I I members and 1005^ Sc.id that both chal rman and sub- 
committee chairman represented the committee's views and recommendations 
well and fairly to the Senate. 

Respondents were s I i ght ly I ess enthus I ast I c about the rat i ona I for 
, recommendations presented by the subcommi ttees. A! though 65^ sa id 'usual I y* 
the rationale was thorough/ 30^ said that this was the case ^frequently* 
or about half the time. Responses also indicated that there was "room 
for improvement" in Senate del iberations of the i r recommend-itions. 
36^ said that del iberations were 'usual ly thoughtful and thorough', 
but 50^ said that ' too much time was spent^'del i berati ng what was covered 
in committee.' Interestingly, 14^ said that they 'didn't know' which 
might indicate that they had not attended Senate meetings when their 
recommendations were presented. 

The relatively low attendance of non-nlembers at committeo meetings may 
explain, at least partially, why redundant and lengthy del i berat Ions 
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occur at Senate meetings. Respondents ind I cated that about half the 
time only one or two non-members are present and about a quarter of the 
time either none or at least five non-members are present. 

Members of standi ng committees a I so expressed concern about the frequency 
of student member partfcipation, 37^ said that students Vo^^^^slonally' 
contributed, 26^ said ' frequent I y' , 21 said 'never' and 16^ said Regularly. ^ 

Comments revealed the prevalent and discouraging feel ing that not enough 
authority IS given to the Standi ng Committers, One member mentioned the 
isolated view that work often seems to be created to keep the committee 
busy, while another member felt ''the stand ing committees' real value 
should be in their aval labM ity when a problem arises within thel r parttcy lar 
jurisdiction . 

1 , Did you not! fy anyone that you wished to serve on a particular 
standing cormiittee? 

A5i I . Yes, I checked my avai labi I ity on the form distributed 
by the Dean of Instruction. 

\A% 2. Yes, I notified my Division Chairman, a Senate Officer, 
br a Committee Chairman. 

A\% 3. No, I was asked to serve* 

2, Did the membership of the committee reflect a variety of viewpoints? 

19% 1 . Yes, all viewpoints seemed represented. 
21^ 2 . Some were represented; others were not. 
0 3. No J membership seemed to represent only one view, 

3, Did the Committee chairman encourage participation by all members? 

9\i I. Yes, usually (about 75^) 

4% 2. Yes, frequently (about 50^) - 

A% 3. Yes, occasionally (less than 25%) 

A . No " 
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Did the subcommittee present thorough rationale for their recommendations? 

65% I. Yes, usual ly 

30^ 2. Yes, f requontlyi^^ 

5. Yes, occasional l^^^v 
A% 4. No - ^ 

Were the committee's recommendations presented to the Senate fairly? 

tool I. Yes, chairman and subcomml ttee chal rman represented our 

views wel I . . 

2. No, the presentation did not re f I ect the committee' s thinking. 

3, Other 

PI ease' evaluate the del Iberat ion of the Senate on the committee's 
recommendations. 

365^- L Usually thoughtful and thorough. > ,4.1 

505« 2. ,Too much time spent del iberat Ing what was covered in committee. 

3. Usually voted without due deliberation. 
1455 4, Don't know. 

Approximately how many non-members usual I y attend comml ttee meetings? 

25i I . Five or more 
54^5 2. One or two 

2\i 3. None , 

If students serve on the cornmitteG, please indicate the frequency of 
their contribution. ' 

16!^ I. Regularly 

26i 2. Frequently ' ■fi^'' 

375? 3. Occasionally j» 

21^ 4, Never ,^ • 
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PART £ SUBCOMMITTEES EVALUATE THEMSELVES 

In general , subcommittees were favorable about thel r functioning and 
the manner In which their recommendations were received* The sub-* 
committee members were perceived to be diverse In their viewpoints; 
78% of the respondents felt that all viewpoints were represented. 
Slightly tess^than half of the respondents said that they had notified 
either the Dean of instruction or another person that they wished to 
serve and si ightly more than half were asked to serve without prior 
Indication of their interest. 

The subcommittee chairman was viewed as 7 usual I y^ encouraging al I 
members to participate by 87^ of respondents; said he 'frequently^ 
and 25^ safd he occasional ly' did so* 

Subcommittees were asked if they used open hearings. Of the one-half 
who said they had used open hear ings, somewhat less than one-ha I f sal d 
they were valuable* A I though subcommittee members were not asked to 
rate the qua I ity of student partic] p^^tion, they were asked to rate the 
quantity. 335^ said student's ^regularly' participated, 25^ said 
'frequently' and A2% said 'never.' * ' 

Subcommittee members were also asked to rate processing of their 
recommendation^. 16% of the respondents said they were invited to 
attend the committee meeting during which their recommendations 
would be considered and 24% said they were not Invited; 66% of respondents 
said that their views had been solicited* In general, respondents felt :/ 
that the time allotted to present recommendations to the committee was 
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adequate. 6\% said that there was 'ample' time^ 26% said it was 
'slightly rushed' and 13^ said that there was 'Insufficient time.' 

When asked to evaluate the deliberations of the committee on subcommittee 
recommendations, 63% of the respondents said, that these deliberations 
were ^thoughtful and thorough.^ However, 21% said the deliberations could 
have been more thorough and the 8^ thought there was little or no deliber- 
ation which suqqests that some improvements might be in order* 

Comments concentrated on the difficulties inherent in committee organization: 
the problem of a common meeting time, the necessity of a capable chairman, 
the need to select members interested i n i nvost igati ng the charges. One 
solution offered wa^ a campus-wide arrangement whereby both students 
and faculty could indicate their interests and preferences for committee 
assignments. Additionally, earlier appointment of subcommittees was 

i+h 0n[\Pi \ \ 7^f Inn of vinrk (nad and cto<^er coordination 
with the parent committee. A strong plea was entered for greater reassur- 
ance of acceptance of the subcommittee's research and proposals. A note 
of discouragement was voiced at the poor response to open hearings. 

1. Did you notify anyone that you wished to serve on a particular subcommittee? 

291 I. Yes, i checked my availability on the form distributed by ^ 

the Dean of Instruction. ' 
13^ 2v Yes, I notified my Division Chairman, a Senate Officer, or 

a committee chairman* 
58% 3. Mo, I was asked to serve. 

2. Did the membership of the subcommittee reflect a variety of viewpoints? 

78^ 1. Yes, all viewpoints seemed represented, 
22^ 2, Some were represented; others were not* 

3* No, membership seemed to represent only one view. 
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3. Did the subcommittee chairman encourage participation by all members? 

87% I. Usuol ly (about 15%) 
I 1^ 2. Frequently, (about 50^) 
2$ 3. Occasionally (about 25%) 
4. No 

4. Wure you rnvirea to attend the committee meeting when your subcommittee 
recommendations were being received? 

66^ 1. Yes, the committee sought my rationale. 

\0% 2. Yes, but the committee did not solicIt»my views, 

?A% 3. No, I was not Invited. 

5. Did the subcommittee have adequate time in which to present Its 
recommendations to the committee? 

61^ I . Ample time 

26% 2. SI Ightly rushed 

13^ 3. Insufficient time * . 

6. Please evaluate the deliberations of the committee on your subcommittee 
recommendations. 

65% I. Thoughtful and thorough 

21% 2. Could have been more thorough 

1% 3. Committee acted with I i tt le del Iberat ion 

5% 4. None, real ly 

7. Did your subcommittee use open hearings and. If so,, were they of value? 

30^ I. Yes, we found them valuable. 

21^ 2» Yes, but they were of little value. 

49^ 3. No, we did not thint< them necessary. 

8. If students serve on the subconimi ttee, please indicate the frequency 
of their contribution. ' 

33^ I . Regular I y 

25% 2. Frequently 

3. Occasional iy 

42J? 4. Never 
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Considering Parts and £ as a unit, and recognising the precisely 

limited number of respondents in each instance, there is, nonetheless, 

a dlscernable lack vf verve and of briefness of reply which may be 

attributed to the overall demands of the length of the combined question- 

nafres and to the apparent fact that many of the thoughts had previously 

been expressed. Possibly, also, there was inadequate forenottce of 

• ■ ■ 

these subsequent inquiries. 

Guidelines for future surveys might recommend employment of such simple 
measures as the use of different colored paper, or individual mailing to 
members only, for added attention and emphasis* 
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CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

* 

A valuable body of Information, contributed voluntarliy and In good 
faith, has been assembled for the purpose of Improving the effectiveness 
and responsiveness of "the Senate and the Senators to all their con- 
stituents. Furthermore, each Senate differs from its predecessor in 
developing its own set of variables reflecting the annual election of 
officers, the revolving Senate membership, the nature of the charges 
and resulting problems. It is, therefore, our recommendation that the 
President of the Fourth College Senate appoint an Ad Hoc Committee 
charged with the following responsibilities: 



1. Examine the material presented here, establish 
priorities, and, dependent upon this analysis, 
del ineate; appropriate action recommendations 
or commence further investigation. 

2. In February, begin to observe the unique problems 
arising within the Fourth Senate, and while an 
annual survey is not necessar If y "recommended, 
prepare a limited questionnaire addressed to the 
specific needs identified. 
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